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Academic Affairs Council Retreat 
October 16-17, 2007 

 
 
The Academic Affairs Council met in Rapid City on October 16-17, 2007 for their annual retreat 
with the following persons participating:  BHSU, Dean Myers; DSU, Cecelia Wittmayer; NSU, 
Clyde Arnold; SDSMT, Karen Whitehead; SDSU, Carol Peterson & Mary Kay Helling; USD, 
Matt Moen & Lynn Rognstad; BOR, Sam Gingerich, Paul Turman, & Jodi Gabriel. 
 
 

The Journey Museum Board Room 
Tuesday - October 16, 2007 

 
EUC Agenda for Wednesday 
AAC discussed the EUC background and how it ended up under the direction of Academic 
Affairs.  Sam felt that once the HLC review was complete, there was a disconnect in purpose 
between the technology/operational side (EUC) and the academic/administrative side and is 
trying to resolve the issues with course and program approval processes.  AAC concurred.  AAC 
also would like to discuss the 5-year plan so everyone understands the purpose of the plan and 
how it should be used. 
 
AAC concurred that the following program approval process and the roles each group plays 
should be discussed with the EUC committee members and the Education deans on 
Wednesday. 
 

• When proposing a new online program, the assumption is that the courses have been 
through the quality assurance process on campus. 

• The program is evaluated through the quality assurance process on campus. 
• The proposal is submitted and considered by the BOR staff and at a formal meeting. 
• The courses are evaluated by a systemwide team every 3-5 years. 

 
The entire course and program approval process and forms should be posted on the EUC 
website rather than through a portal with limited access. 
 
 
Strategic Academic Plans 
Each institution made a short presentation on the strategic plans for their institution.  These 
presentations were informal and short discussions with the VPAA followed each presentation.   
 
After these presentations were completed, a couple of areas for cooperative programming were 
identified.  These will be discussed at a future AAC meeting. 
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West River Higher Education Center 
Wednesday -, October 17, 2007 

 
Education Deans and EUC representatives from each campus joined AAC members.  
Participants included:  BHSU, Rajeev Bukralia, Nancy Hall, Dorothy Fuller; DSU, Judy Dittman, 
Peg O’Brien; NSU, Debbi Bumpous, Tom Hawley; SDSMT, Duane Hrncir; SDSU, Howard Smith, 
Gail Tidemann; USD, Laurie Becvar, Linda Reetz via phone; BOR, Tad Perry, Paul Gough, Paul 
Turman, and Mary Turman.   
 
With Josh Riedy’s departure from the BOR office, Sam has assumed more responsibility with 
the EUC.  A director is being sought but it is a hard position to fill due to the technology 
background needed for distance education, and also the academic and administration 
background needed for administration of the EUC.   
 
The program review and approval processes are being talked about at the BOR staff level, the 
AAC, as well as with the education deans and the EUC committee.  In many ways, the policy 
and procedures appear to be disconnected with academics and this is causing frustration for 
everyone. 
 
The Education discipline council was invited to discuss the program review processes and how 
that works with what they are trying to do with some of the new and revised proposals that are 
in the works for the teacher education programs. 
 
Sam would like to discuss the role and mission of the EUC in addition to the course and 
program approval processes.  Discussions need to be held about planning at the system level for 
delivery of programs to remote sites and how we are going to meet the needs of the state.   
 
Dr. Perry remarked that it is recognized that distance education is not cost neutral and if we are 
going to do it right, it is a very expensive form of delivery, i.e. training of faculty and students, 
technology, development of curriculum, etc.  Unfortunately at times it appears that there is no 
recognition in the system that we do not have unlimited resources.  If we are going to invest in 
quality distance education, we need to be strategic in how we do this across the system. 
 
Although some institutions were already delivering courses via distance, it was a basic delivery 
structure and the quality was not there.  The EUC was a product of the need to organize 
everything, look at where we want to make the investments in a non-duplicative fashion, and 
also make sure we do quality programs.  The supportive part was that we needed to put together 
a student service piece so students did not have to go to all 6 places via internet.  We’ve never 
really gotten to this place. 
 
The BOR took this plan to the legislators and got some money, but money was never put into 
the operating side of the EUC.  They felt that part was up to the campuses.  Since first setting 
the EUC in place, there may have been some disconnects on leadership but the original 
objectives have never been replaced.   
 
Nancy Hall remarked that in the early stages, the concept was seen as unique, but it seems that 
distance delivery is now in every institution.  Institutions are trying to meet the needs of the 
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students and the needs of the non-traditional students.  Dr. Perry agreed and felt that campus 
delivery of programs should be engaging more technology and as you do this, you morph into the 
same technology as distance delivery.  The difference is the student support systems.   
 
Paul Gough remarked that in reviewing proposals for a second degree in the same area, he is 
looking at what is unique or different.  What audience is being targeted?  The university 
response is usually that the courses for the program are different.  But he looks at the big picture 
and even though two courses are being taught for the program, both courses may meet the 
general education goal or maybe the degree requirements. 
 
Laurie felt that the 5-year planning tool was helpful to know what programs were being 
developed and also what was being planned for the future. Sam agreed with Laurie in theory but 
in the past few months, this has not been practice.  There have been some programs submitted 
that are not on the plan and have not been worked through the system process.  The plan shows 
collaboration but the effectiveness of the planning tool is not there. 
 
Dr. Perry was not convinced that the 5-year plan is more than an institutional list of things they 
want to do.  No one has set the boundaries that show what needs to be done and how you are 
going to do it. 
 
Laurie felt that those parts would be done with the review of a more substantive proposal but 
some felt that was too late.   The plan should have firm and tentative commitments and ideas 
that are being discussed.  If firm commitments have been made, there should be dates and a 
definite plan for meeting those dates.   
 
Nancy remarked that 5-years seemed too far out. The Education deans need to take into 
consideration what the DOE is moving to and that may only be known 1-2 years out.  Laurie also 
liked the list versus a plan.  She felt the list would evolve and change often.   
 
Observation was made that very few of the proposals submitted show a needs assessment at a 
high level.  There is not detailed analysis but rather a general statement.  Part of the need is the 
expectation of the students.  The students expect that technology is being used as part of the 
program and the students expect that some courses will be available via distance delivery.  Dr. 
Perry would like to provide those services in a more strategic way. 
 
We need to keep in mind that there are courses where technology is used to get the students 
involved as part of the course and then there is the other course where it is taught on line to 
reach students. 
 
What can we do as a system to coordinate delivery of courses so costs can be minimized? 
 
Nancy felt that all universities should be able to market their courses and offer whatever courses 
they need.  Sam agreed but felt that there are cases where we should limit the offerings and some 
where we should not.  But there needs to be a system in place to look at those offerings before 
everyone ends up offering the same courses online. EUC was designed to do that. 
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Laurie argued that the EUC was accomplishing this task now in terms of the intent to develop 
and review process.  Sam felt that that the underlying premise is that it’s there, but did not feel it 
was being utilized.  He felt that the quality assurance process developed and being implemented 
has the framework to do a good job on a course level.   But as we talk about full programs online, 
we need to talk about academic and student support services.   
 
We need to realize that the HLC authorized the EUC to be the quality assurance model for all 
programs delivered online.  They are the accrediting and quality assurance process.  This 
assurance is tied into the HLC authorization.  The structure of the EUC targets the quality 
assurance of the courses.  Sam thought this was at the core of the proposal to the HLC.  He did 
not think that there was a serious disconnect but the program approval is more detailed and felt 
that the disconnect is there. 
 
Carol felt that what is going to be offered should be a discipline council decision.  The EUC 
infrastructure should make sure the quality is there.  The proposals would then come through 
the AAC and on to the Board for consideration.  Dr. Perry felt that since some of the discipline 
councils do not have the leadership, not all councils could be given that authority. 
 
What is the role of the university in the delivery of programs and how is it cost effective relating 
to course delivery?  We need to be able to document what we are getting for offering courses 
online.  Can we show the benefit?   
 
A few of the campuses have hard data of courses that were marginable and so they put the 
program online and now the program is thriving, i.e. Library Media at BHSU, Special Education 
at USD & BHSU, Upward Mobility Program at SDSU, Health Information Administration at 
DSU.  They felt that there is a market for high quality programs and that they are meeting a 
national need and demand.  
 
The VPAAs did not want the EUC to negotiate what programs should be offered online.  They 
felt that the Deans or the VPAAs should be looking at this at a higher level.    
 
Nancy felt that if we are limiting what each of the campus can offer online or rotating course 
delivery, we will be setting SD backwards.  We have to move forward with what the student is 
expecting from these courses. 
 
Sam felt that with HLC visits looming in the next couple years, we should not jump too far away 
from what is in place now.  We do need to fix some of the operational issues.   Everyone agreed 
that we need to get the process and forms out there so everyone can have access and they can be 
updated as needed. 
 
Tom agreed and added that he did not think that we’ve done a very good job of educating the 
student to find the courses that they need, or where they are offered, and what programs are 
online in the system.  He felt that if he is having a problem finding the information, then his 
colleagues and/or students are also having those problems.  
 
Sam suggested the following process as a starting point for program approval: 

1) The EUC looks at all online courses and assures quality. 
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2) The discipline council and/or university decides that a program needs to be at an online 
program. 

3) The university submits a new site proposal and the AAC/BOR level approval processes 
are facilitated. 

4) The EUC will then look at the program and evaluate the academic and student services 
and assures that the student services requirements are met. 

 
Paul stressed to the group that the new site request is a high level document.  The President of 
the University and the Executive Director are asking the BOR for approval.  The new site 
request is where the university assures that the quality is met.  Once the BOR has approved the 
proposal, the EUC would then come into play to assure that the program meets the HLC 
requirements. 
 
Dr. Perry’s questions for programs that are put on hold are whether the university that 
submitted the program is the best institution to offer the program online?  Or are they the ones 
because they brought it to the table first?  On the other hand, other universities may already 
offer that program so do we want to duplicate?  He felt that there are areas in education that we 
are not addressing, specifically secondary education.  Dr. Perry did not want to disconnect the 
EUC from the entire planning process because he thinks that they are in tune to what is needed 
or what is in demand.   
 
Cecelia felt that EUC’s responsibilities should be to keep that course list available to everyone, 
up to date, and accurate.  The EUC website should list all the courses and programs approved 
and the schedule of when the courses are offered and from where.  In addition the list of 
processes and procedures should be right on the EUC website, not on the portal.  The portal 
needs to be clarified and assessable if it is to be kept.   
 
For program planning, Paul felt that the speed of response to the workforce council is a relative 
point.  The proposals should not be held up in EUC with quality assurance.   
 

1)  There is value in having a long range document.  The document will be discussed by 
EUC and AAC with Sam.  The document can be updated and needs to be reviewed 
regularly, at a minimum yearly.   

 
2) To resolve some of the operational issues and approval issues, policy and procedure 

documents need to be developed and those processes will need to be outlined and put on 
the EUC website.  These will be discussed by the EUC in meetings with Sam. 
 

3) The final set of issues is how all this will work, which will be facilitated by an EUC 
director.  A more user-friendly web presence will need to be created for the students and 
public. 
 

The goal is for proposals that come in to the BOR office for off-site delivery, assurance can be 
quick that the universities have talked about it, and that it can go forward to the BOR for 
review.  Then the EUC can go through and make sure the academic and student services and 
quality assurance is there. 
 


